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ne of the strongest attacks to date upon the 
‘policies of Ayatollah Khomeini’s Government has 
come from the leader of the Kurdish Democratic 
Party (K.D.P.), Abdur Rahman Qassemlu, who 

was prominent in the anti-Shah movement. In  a recent inter- 
view, Qassemlu, who after a year  in hiding in the Kurdish 
mountains was on  a temporary visit to Europe, denounced 
what he  calls “the dictatorship of the Shiite clergy”  in Iran. 
“All the peoples  of Iran made the revolution,” Qassemlu 
told me, “but  the clergy  have confiscated it.” 

According to the Kurdish leader, Iranian planes and ar- 
tillery  have  been attacking Kurdish towns since  early 
February and  up  to 10,OOO Kurds may have  died since Kho- 
meini came to power  two  years ag?, But  because of a ban on 
travel to the  area  and because  of the greater visibility of the 
Iran-Iraq war, the fighting in the Kurdish mountains, which 
is as fierce as the war  with Iraq, goes on largely unnoticed by 
the world. In Qassemlu’s  view, the Teheran Government’s 
first priority is defeating the Kurds in a secret and bloody 
war; then it  will turn its full attention  to  Iraq. 

Qassemlu spent many years in exile under the Shah.  He 
was for a time a lecturer in economics at  the King Charles 
University  in Prague. A supporter of Alexander Dubcek’s 
experiment in democratic socialism, he  was  expelled  when 
the Russians invaded in 1968. He spent his exile  in Paris, 
returning to  Iran four months before the fall of the Shah. 

He insists that  the Kurds do not want secession, and 
brands as false charges that the K.D.P. is  receiving support 
from Iraq. “We want an  autonomous Kurdish region  within 
Iran,” he said. “Defense, long-term planning and foreign 
affairs should be the responsibility of the central govern- 
ment. We want control of  local  security and local affairs, 
and  for Kurds to have equal status with Persians in the legal 
and educational institutions of the Kurdish region.” 

Qassemlu  claims that the Teheran Government 
never carried out serious negotiations with the Kurds. Presi- 
dent Abolhassan Bani-Sadr did, on several occasions, ex- 
pfess sympathy with Kurdish demands, and Qassemlu  says 
he  worked out an agreement with one Ayatollah on a form 
’f “Islamic autonomy”  for  the Kurds. But harder hearts 
;ere at work in Teheran: a three-month war in 1979 was 
followed  by fitful negotiations. Then a much more serious 
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conflict broke out in February 1980. “The Iranians attacked 
us long before the Iraqis attacked them,” Qassemlu  charges. 
“We are quite prepared to fight the Iraqis if our demands 
are met. Otherwise we have no option  but  to fight on against 
the Iranians. If we lay down our  arms^ we shall  be 
massacred. ” 

One of the many problems the Iranians have to face is a 
national penchant for branding all dissidents, especially 
those of a different ethnic group,  as agents of a foreign 
power. Historical causes, or something inherent in  the  “Per- 
sian character,” do not explain why these conspiracy 
theories are rife in Iran today. As in other Third World 
countries, the prevalence of this  kind  of demonological out- 
look reflects an objective fact, namely the domination of 
these countries by outside powers for many years. 

This tendency to dramatize and’distort political  issues so 
that a foreign hand is  always  seen to be  present also lay 
behind the way the Iranians mishandled the hostage crisis. 
The drawn-out affair was supposed to lead to greater free- 
dom for Iran. But  as anyone, including  Qassemlu, can plain- 
ly see,  it to  no such thing: Iran got back  only $2.9 billion 
of its $1 1 billion in frozen assets; the  door was  opened to the 
Iraqi invasion; and Iran’s prestige suffered around the 
world. If anti-Semitism can be called “the socialism  of 
fools,” because it seeks a false solution to a real problem (of 
class oppression) and shifts blame from the people who are 
responsible, Iran’s seizure of the hostages can be  called “the 
anti-imperialism of fools,” for it was a delusory combat in 
which  the United States was not seriously  weakened. The 
end result of the hostage crisis  was to weaken the revolution 
and leave the fanatical clergy more firmly in command. 
Ironically, it is a Persian Moslem faction, the People’s Mu- 
jahedeen, who  have taken the initiative in  bringing home 
this point to the Iranian populace. 

The Mujahedeen were born as a small guerrilla band op- 
posing the Shah. Their ideology  is based on quotations 
the Koran to which  they  gave a socialistic interpretation. 
“Very soon the oppressors will  know  how  they are going to 
be punished,” they say, quoting the Prophet Mohammed’s 
account of God’s word. But whereas  large  sections  of the 
secular left, particularly the pro-Soviet Tudeh Party  and its 
ally, the Majority o\f the Fedayeen, support Khomeini, the 
religiously oriented Mujahedeen espouse a critical line. 
They support the Kurds and denounce torture in the jails of 
the new regime. Their leader, Massoud Rajavi, is  in hiding, 
as many as 1,000 of their followers have  been jailed for sell- 
ing the party newspaper and another of their leaders, 
Mohammed Saadati, is about to be  tried a second time for 
allegedly  spying for the U.S.S.R. 

Yet the Mujahedeen are believed to have considerable 
strength in the more secular parts of the country-Teheran, 
the Caspian provinces, Azerbaijan and Khuzistan in the 
south. Their illegal  newspaper  is  said to have a circulation 
of more than 200,000. A recent  issue denounces the 
“Islamic cultural revolution” now  being perpetrated by the 
mullahs: “Under the guise of purging the counterrevolu- 
tionary and tyrannical elements, the authorities execute pro- 
gressive  elements or throw them out of theiT jobs. They have 
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created an atmosphere of repression, dictatorship and in- 
quisition in the educational establishments that reminds  us 
of the reactionary policies  of the Middle  Ages.” 

The Mujahedeen fear that  a civil war will break out soon, 
at  a time when the conservative  religious  forces  have the up- 
per hand. They  feel,  however, that as long as Khomeinl is 
alive  he will try to keep some balance  wlthm the regime, de- 
nouncing the left one day and then excoriating a selected 
few mullahs the next. What their opposltion highlights,  as 
does that of the Kurds, is the  falseness of the “authentlc” 
values  which the mullahs claim to represent and the hollow- 
ness  of the “anti-impenalism” which  Khomeini’s  regime 

Khomeini  ceaselessly  preaches the message that he stands 
for pure Iranian  and Islamic  values against the alien, cor- 
rupt and foreign  values  of the Westernized  elite. But Iran 
was  never a country with a homogenous Islamlc culture. It 
has pre-Islamic values and traditions, and a great degree  of 
*ethnic diversity  within it. The lyrical  poems of Hafez and 
Saadi, written at the high-water mark of Persian culture in 
the fourteenth century, are  just as Iranian as the dour 
puritanism of today. As the Mujahedeen show, even  within 
Islam there are many trends, politlcal and cultural, which 
the orthodoxy of the present  regime is seekmg to expunge. 
Under the guise of elevating indigenous values  over  alien 
ones, and by invoking anti-imperialism, the Khomeinl 
forces are trying to impose their narrow set  of  values on a 
culture which has long been heterogeneous. And there are 
some Iranians who point out ruefully that nothing is more 
ahen than the Bedouin  religion  which the Arabs imposed on 
the country A.D. 

No one has felt this cultural impoverishment more than 
the Iranian writers  who fought the Shah’s regime force- 
fully. On the  second anniversary of the revolution a  group 
of thirty-eight writers from the anti-Shah resistance  issued a 
statement denouncing the “new tyranny” of the Khomeini 
Government. Former Premier Mehdi Bazargan recently 
decried the increased  use of torture. The other night I had a 
telephone call from a friend of mine in Teheran, a writer 
who  had  been imprisoned by the Shah and with  whom I 
had stood on anti-Shah platforms. He told me  he could no 
longer publish anything in Iran.  He  and his  wlfe had been 
arbitrarily held by the Islamic Guards for more than  a week 
and had  nearly  been  executed. “It is terrible here,” he in- 
sisted. His was one of the “poisonous pens” that Khomeini 
set out  to silence. 

asked  Qassemlu what future he saw for Iran. “There are 
three possibilities,” he said. “The progressive and demo- 
cratic forces can prevail,  once the Islamic  regime  becomes 
weaker. the Americans  can come back, and impose their 
friends again. there will  be  civil war.” 

The great powers, of course, have their interest in this 
matter too.  The United States is waiting, hoping for a 
chance to win back some all of the influence it had under 
the Shah. US.  strategists see Iran as the geopolitical  prize  of 
the The Russians are trying to ingratiate themselves 
with the Islamic Government, staying silent  on the repres- 
sion of the Kurds and groveling to the inflated self-image of 
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the mullahs. Their claim that  the U.S.  hostages had been 
brainwashed revealed a desire to keep on Teheran’s good side 
at almost any price, although the charge served as 
counter-propaganda to the many  lies U.S. officials have  cir- 
culated about the Soviet intervention in Afghanistan. One 
of the main  reasons the Iranians made their  revolution  was ch 
rid the country of foreign influence: it would appear that thZ 
“anti-imperialism of brings that goal no nearer. 0 

STEVENS CONTRACT 

A StepForward, 
Two Steps Back 

McCONVILLE 

L ast October’s settlement between Stevens 
and Co. and  the Amalgamated Clothing and 
Textile Workers Union (A.C.T.W.U.) has  been 
hailed by the  labor movement and much  of the 

press as a historic breakthrough in a hundred-year struggle 
to organize Southern textile workers. In  fact, it represents 
the union’s tacit recognition that It has failed and signals the 
end of the seventeen-year campaign to organize one of the 
most stubbornly anti-union firms in America. 

Over that  span,  the union and  the  A.F.L.-C.1.0.’~  In- 
dustrial Union Department spent at least $30 million, by far 
the largest amount ever  expended on a campaign directed at 
a single employer. The settlement is a tribute to the sheer 
tenacity of the union’s officers, organizers and members, 
some  of  whom made the kind of extreme personal sacrifices 
usually  reserved for wartime. McConville, “Why Sol 
Stetin Stepped Down,” December 10, 1977.1 
But’it  is not  a victory. 

In return for union contracts covering about 3,500 
workers, the first contracts signed by Stevens  since  it  moved 
South  after World War 11, made concessions 
which  all but guarantee that the remaining 92 percent of the 
textile chain’s production work force will not be organized. 
The price  of the contracts, which  cover  ten plants where the 
union had already won  legal recognition, was a company- 
wide settlement requiring the union to relinquish the innova- 
tive weapons which made its limited  victories  over the na- 
tion’s second-largest textile corporation possible. It agreed 
to end its nationwide boycott of Stevens products, a legal 
and public relations campaign of unprecedented breadth 
and sophistication and  a  “Corporate Campaign” that 
union pension funds  and the threat of costly, embarrassiu 
stockholders’ fights to isolate Stevens from the rest of the 
American business community. 

When the Metropolitan Life Insurance Company, which 
holds 43 percent of P. Stevens’s  long-term debt, was  faced 
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